REMARKS 

In the Office Action, the Examiner rejected claims 6, 7, 9 and 26 under 35 
U.S.C. 112, second paragraph, as being indefinite. Claims 1, 4, 6, 7, 10, 12, 13, 15, 
17, 18, 23 and 25 were rejected under 35 U.S.C. 102(b) as being anticipated by U.S. 
Patent No. 4,873,824 to Cox. Further, claims 1, 4, 6, 7, 10, 23 and 27 were rejected 
under 35 U.S.C. 102(b) as being anticipated by German Patent No. 19820920. The 
Examiner rejected claims 2, 20 and 26 under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable 
over Cox. Finally, the Examiner rejected claims 2, 20, and 26 under 35 U.S.C. 1 03(a) 
as being unpatentable over German Patent No. 19820920. 

In Figure 7 of the Cox patent, U.S. Patent No. 4,873,824, an armature is shown 
with a catch element arranged on the armature which is either locked or unlocked by 
a lateral operating element. The axis of the operating element here is arranged 
rectangular to the axis of the armature bar, respectively, the armature. As it can be 
seen in Figure 7 of the Cox patent, this solution requires an additional electromagnet 
in order to bring the armature in engagement with the operating element and to block 
it. In order to release the armature, the electromagnet for it has to be operated. The 
arrangement is very complicated in a technical respect, and thus also prone to faults. 

In order to distinguish over the Cox patent, claims 1 and 12 have been 
combined according to which a locking unit according to amended claim 1 includes 
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a bolt provided on the armature bar, and the boh acts by the movement of the 
armature bar on the operating element. 

Amended claim 1 is neither anticipated nor suggested by the Cox patent. In the 
solution of Cox, the bolt 206 mentioned by the Examiner is not arranged on the 
armature bar and rectangular to the axis of movement of the armature bar. The bolt 
has to be operated by an additional magnet. 

According to the solution of the invention the bolt is arranged on the armature 
bar, and becomes active or inactive by the movement of the armature bar. This 
embodiment is described on page 13, second paragraph until the end of the fourth 
paragraph. 

German patent 1 9820920 (DE '920) also does not show such a solution, either. 
Thus amended claim 1 shows the required novelty as well as the necessary inventive 
non-obviousness. 

In DE '920 the operating element is rather guided in, respectively out of, the 
locking position by a complicated reversing lever mechanism. Three axes are 
necessary here, and a lever is supported tumably around a turning axis 2. On lever 
1 here the operating element Ic is designed catch-like. The operating element Ic 
interacts with a retaining catch 12b which is also attached to a tumable lever which 
is impinged by means of spring force. This solution is extremely complicated in a 
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technical respect. No hint is provided to locate the bolt on the armature bar, and to 
let it act on the operating element by the movement of the armature bar. This is not 
shown in the drawing, either. 

Based on the foregoing amendments and remarks, it is respectfully submitted 
that the claims in the present application, as they now stand, patentably distinguish 
over the references cited and applied by the Examiner and are, therefore, in condition 
for allowance. A Notice of Allowance is in order, and such favorable action and 
reconsideration are respectfully requested. 

However, if after reviewing the above amendments and remarks, the Examiner 
has any questions or comments, he is cordially invited to contact the undersigned 
attorneys. 


400 Seventh Street, N.W. 
Washington, D.C. 20004-2201 
(202) 638-6666 
Date: April 17,2006 
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Respectfully submitted. 


JACOBSON HOLMAN, PLLC 
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